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ABSTRACT 
 
The establishment by the Prime Minister of the Community Business Partnerships Board along 
with recent taxation reform has drawn attention to corporate philanthropy in Australia. 
 
Definitions and models are needed as each of the potential partners – government, corporations 
and nonprofit organisations – attempts to come to grips with opportunities.  The intending partners 
will need to determine their responsibilities and desired outcomes so that they may work effectively 
towards mutually beneficial working relationships.  Performance indicators need to be determined, 
benchmarks developed and best practice promoted. 
 
A dearth of research exists in this area (Burch, 1998; Industry Commission Report, 1995;  Lyons & 
Hocking, 1998).  More exhaustive research, collection and analysis of appropriate data will aid the 
process.  This particular research indicates a lack of understanding between corporations and 
nonprofit organisations. 
 
There are risks inherent in the proposed partnerships, such as inability to reach agreement, 
potential for increased costs, and failure to deliver by one of the partners. 
 
This paper assesses opportunities and risks, suggests topics for high level debate, and indicates 
models for the development of partnerships. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
A few years ago it seemed that the word ‘philanthropy’ was not much heard, particularly in relation 
to business.  Then came the Prime Minister’s Round Table in March 1998 which drew attention to 
corporate philanthropy along with a range of related issues.  These included “information gathering 
and dissemination”, “education”, “best practice partnerships”, “recognition” and “taxation” 
(Department of Health and Family Services, 1998, pp. 1, 2).  At the same time the corporate 
community was speaking more of ‘corporate social responsibility’ which had three arms – business 
sustainability, care for the environment, and involvement in the community.  The latter 
encompassed corporate philanthropy (Abbott & Monsen, 1979; Anshen, 1974; Abt, 1974; Business 
in the Community, 1997; Logan Roy & Reggelbrugge, 1997; Harrison & Freeman, 1999).  
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PRIME MINISTER’S ROUND TABLE 
 
The Prime Minister’s aim as stated at the Round Table meeting was to “build new and better 
partnerships between business, Government and the community” (Howard, 1998, p. 1).  He 
explained that the term ‘community’ included both the welfare sector and the wider community, and 
he was at pains to allay any fears that the partnership initiative might be suspect as a device to 
shift responsibility for some welfare funding onto the community and business sectors (Howard, 
1998, pp. 1, 2).    
 
The Round Table agreed to the establishment of working groups to advise the Government on 
each of five issues areas.  The Prime Minister’s Community Business Partnership was established 
to carry out the work. 
 
RESEARCH PROJECT 
 
The intention was to research the corporate side of philanthropy, or the ‘supply side’ (Burch, 1997), 
with the Third Sector being the ‘demand side’.  There were a number of aspects of corporate 
philanthropy that personal experience indicated would make for research that could be useful to 
the fundraising industry, as well as to corporations.   
 
These issues included what data is available, methods of giving, where gifts are directed, whether 
companies have policies on corporate giving, what recognition and benefits companies seek, who 
are the decision makers, how many applications they receive and how many are approved, and 
whether companies benchmark their giving.  Other issues that emerged, mainly from the literature 
review, were extensive, some were addressed in the thesis, others were flagged for future 
research.  It proved to be a large subject with many potential sidetracks.  What is presented here 
represents a portion of the finished work.   
 
MEANING OF PHILANTHROPY 
 
The first vital issue to arise concerned definitions, especially the meaning of ‘philanthropy’. From 
the literature review it was evident that meanings in general use for philanthropy range along a 
continuum from ‘altruism’ to ‘enlightened self-interest’ (Mansbridge,1990; Elster, 1989; Block, 
1993; Bourne, 1986; Collard, 1978; Dumais & Cohn, 1993; Hall, 1992; Titmuss,  1971).  Figure 1 
below was produced to encompass the different aspects of ‘philanthropy’.  This diagram may be 
regarded as a work-in-progress and preliminary to further research, with each field representing a 
possible project in itself. 
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Figure 1  The Meaning of Philanthropy 
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In addition to definitions, models are needed for the potential partners to use at least as starting 
points in developing mutually beneficial partnerships.  A number of these models emerged, both 
from Australian and overseas sources.  Several are cited later in this article.  As the potential 
partners recognise and come to grips with the opportunities available to them, allot responsibilities 
and agree on desired outcomes, they will need also to determine how they will measure the 
efficacy of the partnership from each of their perspectives.  This will involve performance indicators 
and benchmarks.  
 
Risks would seem to be inherent in any type of partnership arrangement, from business 
partnerships to marital partnerships, so the potential partners could be well advised to consider the 
risk profile of the proposed partnership.  From the research and from personal experience, some of 
the possible risks that could be faced are predicted. 
 
EXISTING DATA 
 
The first task was to discover what data was already available.  This revealed a dearth of research 
in Australia, particularly from the ‘supply side’, that is, corporations and private benefactors.  The 
data was divided into three groups along similar lines to the types identified by Lyons (1999, pp. 
71, 72), namely, surveys “designed to estimate the value and direction of business support”, 
surveys “designed to collect data on attitudes to and practice of corporate social responsibility”, 
and “case studies of business partnerships with nonprofit organisations”.  The second of these 
groups was the crucial one for this project, that is, attitudes to, and practice of corporate social 
responsibility. 
 
An important survey from the first group was a major study carried out by Reark Research in 1991 
for The Australian Association of Philanthropy (now Philanthropy Australia) in association with The 
Australian Centre at The University of Melbourne, titled Giving Australia.  Two categories of 
business, those employing over 1,000 people and small businesses employing from ten to 
nineteen people, were surveyed by telephone.  This provided both quantitative and qualitative data 
and a conclusion that Australian businesses were generous but approached their giving in an 
“amateurish” way when compared with businesses in the US and the UK (Reark, 1991, p. 41).  
Since this research was completed the Reark survey has been in a sense updated by a survey 
carried out by the Centre for Corporate Public Affairs in conjunction with Business Council of 
Australia (2000) for Community Business Partnership.   
 
Milligan, Hardwick & Graycar (1984), and Graycar and Jamrosik (1989) surveyed from the NPO or 
‘demand’ perspective, while Bagwell (1989) obtained quantitative data from 25 top Australian 
companies. 
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Valuable data may be gleaned from a series of working papers by Lyons (1990-1999) and an 
article by Lyons & Hocking (1998) which provide data on the Third Sector gathered from a variety 
of sources, mainly on the ‘demand’ side.  Queensland fundraising consultancy O’Keefe & Partners 
has collected quantitative and qualitative data each year since 1989.  The data collected from 
sources in the public domain and through various surveys has been used mainly to market the 
company’s services.  Sponsorship of the arts and of sport has been surveyed consistently for the 
Australia Council by Yann Campbell Hoare Wheeler (1986-1996). 
 
In the second group the data relates mainly to ‘corporate social responsibility’ rather than 
‘corporate philanthropy’ with major studies by Moon (1995), and Moon & Sochaki (1996).  The 
Corporate Citizenship Research Unit at Deakin University in a wide brief comprising seven 
priorities has included investigation of “the benefits of shifting philanthropy to strategic acts of 
corporate citizenship” (1999, Information leaflet). 
 
Case studies are being published both by Philanthropy Australia and the Community Business 
Partnerships Board.  
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
This particular piece of research is both exploratory and empirical and aims to identify key 
concepts relating to the principles and practice of corporate philanthropy in Australia today.  Multi 
method and multi case triangulation has been employed for the most reliable results in both 
quantitative and qualitative data.   Taking note of Lofland’s (1971, p. 4) people-oriented mandates 
a feature of the investigation is that personal face to face or personal telephone interviewing 
methods were used rather than the more usual mail or telephone survey.  This method provided a 
100% response, and an opportunity for observation of the corporate milieu and the body language 
of corporate representatives.  A second feature was that it aimed to understand corporate 
philanthropy from the point of view of the corporations, the ‘supply side’.  The researcher was seen 
as an “observer-as-participant” (Gold, 1969, pp.30-39; Jorgensen, 1989, pp. 12-24).  
 
Over all 73 companies were surveyed by these methods.  They came from three major sources. 
The first group comprised the Top Fifty Australian companies as rated by IBIS and published by 
BRW in October 1997 (Thomas, 1997, pp. 74-115).  A second group comprised Guarantor 
Member companies of the Monash Mt Eliza Business School, thanks to the cooperation of the 
Chief Executive of the School, Professor Bruce McKern, along with selected other companies.  At 
all times the most senior person possible was sought with the result that many interviews were with 
chairmen, managing directors and senior personnel in Sydney, Melbourne, Brisbane, Adelaide and 
Perth.  The companies represented all but two of the broad industry groupings used by IBIS.  In 
additional to the personal and telephone interviews validation was sought through written  surveys. 
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To provide additional validation twenty senior professional fundraisers with a minimum of three 
years experience each contributed through focus groups, written surveys and informal personal 
discussions.   
 
Comparisons were made mainly with the US and the UK although reference was made to the 
Imagine organisation in Canada and  Philippines Business for Social Progress. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Analysis of the data led to the construction of eighteen different tables each focusing on a 
particular aspect of what had been discovered.  Those shown below have been selected as being 
particularly relevant to Third Sector Partnerships. 
 
Of all the companies surveyed 64 reported making charitable gifts in one way or another.  The nine 
that did not give comprised companies registered in Australia but operating offshore, unprofitable 
companies and companies prevented from making charitable gifts by government legislation.  The 
giving methods were analysed and resulted in the key finding that direct cash gifts are still the most 
common, followed by sponsorship and gifts-in-kind. 
 
Direct quotations were employed throughout the thesis.  Several of the most telling concerned the 
companies’ reasons for making corporate gifts.  While some just thought it was “the right thing to 
do”, others, such as the representatives of financial institutions, were very clear about their 
companies’ aims and methods.  One expressed it this way, “it is our company being businesslike 
about large scale giving” which he saw as important to “the engineering of the company’s position 
in the marketplace”.  Another said, “…our giving philosophy will filter through to a thinking 
community, developing a channel of communication which can only benefit the Bank further down 
the track” (Burke, 1998, pp. 8, 9). 
 
Others expressed a slightly superstitious view thus, “if the company does not give to charity, it will 
not prosper (Pounsett in Smith, D., 1997, p. 13), “our experience tells us that we do better business 
when we’re accepted as good corporate citizens who give back to the community” (Pratt in 
Whitham, 1999, p. 37), and “charity is a good investment because it provides dividends for the 
giver and the receiver” (Joss, 1999, p. 16).  Hines & Worcester (1998, p. 1) wrote, “Being a good 
corporate citizen is increasingly crucial for commercial success”.  A recent poll found that 51% of 
Australians said that “they were punishing companies not seen as socially responsible” (Hale, 
1999, p. 94). 
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Some of the corporate representatives were critical of Third Sector management of their gifts with 
several indicating that it was not uncommon for them not to even receive a thank you from the  
recipient charity.  Most Third Sector representatives would possibly be familiar with government 
culture, but it appeared that not so many understand corporate culture.  Examples were given of 
incompetent approaches to corporations and incompetent handling of gifts.  The professional 
fundraisers expressed similar views and also cited examples.  It will therefore be important for 
successful Third Sector partnerships that there is an understanding of each other’s culture.  Other 
data obtained but not presented here concerns the destination of corporate gifts, the identity of the 
corporate decision-makers and the success rate of submissions for corporate funding. 
 
CLUES FOR PARTNERSHIP 
 
Table 1 below may offer the best clues for Third Sector partnerships as it indicates benefits and 
motivations reported by the companies surveyed.   
Table 1 
Benefits and Motivations for Giving 
All Companies Surveyed * 
Letter of appreciation or acknowledgment in Annual Report and other literature 12 16.5% 
Responsibility to be a good corporate citizen 11 15.5% 
Brand enhancement 7 9.6% 
Company is giving back to the community and does not require profile 4 5.5% 
Full credit and exposure 4 5.5% 
Revenue generation 3 4.1% 
Good image with stakeholders 2 2.7% 
Local area exposure for individual businesses 2 2.7% 
Public relations and publicity 2 2.7% 
Progress reports 2 2.7% 
See their gift as a long term investment in enhancement of their community 
relations 2 
2.7% 
To make a difference to the communities where the company operates (look for 
evaluation and progress reports) 
2 2.7% 
Seek measurable results 1 1.4% 
Placement of company foundation’s plaque at site of beneficiaries 1 1.4% 
Provide networking or business to business opportunities at senior level 1 1.4% 
Goods or services or corporate entertaining opportunities 1 1.4% 
Make teaching and education more relevant to their business 1 1.4% 
Assist the company’s efficiency 1 1.4% 
Not clear 1 1.4% 
Overseas operations – not relevant 5 6.8% 
Not stated 35 47.9% 
* It should be noted that some companies stated more than one expectation therefore the total exceeds 73. 
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Responses were expressed in a variety of ways so they were analysed into broad categories thus: 
Table 2 
Broad Categories of Benefits and Motivations  
All Companies Surveyed * 
Acknowledgment 13 17.8% 
Good corporate citizenship 26 35.6% 
Require full credit 12 16.4% 
Other 3 4.1% 
Not stated 35 47.9% 
* Some companies reported more than one category. 
 
The ‘good corporate citizen’ tag was the most desired.  The 1996 Yann Campbell Hoare Wheeler 
survey (1996, pp. 28, 29) highlighted four issues that were seen as critical to driving corporate 
support for the arts and achieved a not dissimilar result.  “Community service” rated 31% and 
“improve the image of the company” 23%.  The more recent Centre for Corporate Public 
Affairs/Business Council of Australia Survey (2000) rated “corporate reputation/image” highest 
(2000, p. 42). 
 
WHAT THE CORPORATIONS SAID 
 
The following direct quotations assist in gaining an impression of corporate thinking about their 
charitable giving as displayed by the companies surveyed: 
"Poverty leads to conflict therefore we must contribute to development", 
"Corporate philanthropy is increasingly viewed as the right thing to do", 
"We can only work successfully if we persuade the local community that our business 
brings mutual advantage", 
"We are discouraged from giving by constant hassling from charities", 
"Our company prefers to give substantial support to just a few projects", 
"We are discouraged by the lack of perceived tangible and measurable benefits", 
"When our business improves we intend to set up a community services corporate 
citizenship fund because we are obligated", 
"We do not see the role of corporates as a substitute for government responsibility.  If 
government withdraws funding it should not expect corporations to make up the 
difference", and  
"No external pressure would make any difference to the amount we give" (Corporate 
Interviewees, 1997-1999). 
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INCENTIVES AND DISINCENTIVES 
 
The majority of companies surveyed stated that the only way they could be encouraged to give 
more would be if their profits increased.  They said they were more driven by their returns than by 
the importunity of applicants, or the justness of the cause.   
 
It should be noted that tax deductibility did not rate either as a benefit of, or motivation for 
corporate philanthropy.  Gonski (1998, p. 21) pointed out a number of provisions within the Income 
Tax Assessment Act that discouraged philanthropy while The Industry Commission report on 
Charitable Organisations in Australia (1995) also pointed up five major issues of concern from the 
CSWO’s (Community Social Welfare Organisations) perspective (1995, pp. 234-235).  However 
this large subject was beyond the scope of this thesis, particularly in the light of the companies’ 
lack of concern about it and the need to analyse tax reform measures now being implemented.  
However it is incorporated with other issues under the heading ‘Faces of Corporate Philanthropy’ 
and brought together in Figure 2 below.  As with the philanthropy continuum this is a work-in-
progress. 
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Figure 2 
Faces of Corporate Philanthropy 
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OPPORTUNITIES 
 
So what are the opportunities and risks inherent for the Third Sector in partnerships with 
government and corporations? 
Apart from the obvious opportunity to gain increased funding, the following emerged: 
 Higher and better community profile, 
Credibility of association, 
 Awards, 
 Increased efficiency (Westpac, 2000), 
 Extension of gifts-in-kind,  
Increased community understanding of, and commitment to philanthropy (Burke, 1996, pp. 
8-9), and  
Mutual understanding (Lupi, 1998). 
 
RISKS 
 
The partnership opportunities could incur a variety of risks that will need to be understood and 
managed.  “Risk management is recognized as an integral part of good management practice” 
(Standards Australia & Standards New Zealand, AS/NZS 4360:1995).  The standard applies to “a 
very wide range of organizations including public…commercial…and voluntary” (1995, p. 20).  
There is a huge range of potential risk management applications cited in the Standards along with 
guidance for developing and implementing risk management programs.  Intending Third Sector 
partners would be well advised to study the document. 
The following major risks were identified in addition to the previously mentioned obvious risk that 
the partners cannot agree and the partnership dissolves: 
 Change – organisational, technological or political (AS/NZS 4360:1995, p. 20), 
 Legislative compliance (AS/NZS 4360:1995, p. 20), 
 Project management (AS/NZS 4360:1995), 
 Ethical and probity issues, and  
Increased unforeseen costs. 
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MODELS 
 
There are ample models available such as the partnership forged between Alcoa, Landcare 
Australia and local communities in Western Australia (Philanthropy Australia, 1997, pp. 12-15), 
Woolworths’ partnerships with government children’s hospitals (Interview, 1998), the National 
Australia Bank’s Community Link (National Community Link, Information Kit), Kraft Cares 
(Interview, 1998), and Rio Tinto’s Aboriginal Foundation (Rio Tinto Annual Report, 1997).  Collett 
(1997), Cavill (1997) and Smith, D. (1998) provide advice on objectives, selection, resources and 
partnering. 
 
ISSUES FOR DEBATE 
 
From the research presented here the following issues are just a few of those that emerged both 
as future research projects and topics for debate.  If we consider the UK example of Business in 
the Community (1997, 1999) where a top business leader is chairman the debate could be on the  
value of such a move in Australia where the Prime Minister is chairman of the Community 
Business Partnership Board.  Community business partnerships will develop more strongly if the 
Prime Minister were elevated to President and a top business leader appointed Chairman to 
provide a strong lead from the corporate sector, as has been the case in the UK (Business in the 
Community, 1997, p. 2). 
 
At the Prime Minister’s Round Table the matter was raised of the government giving preferential 
treatment through an investment ratings system in the letting of contracts to companies that 
demonstrate their corporate social responsibility (Department of Health and Family Services, 
1998).  A useful debate could be developed on the ethics of this notion. 
 
A third debate could centre on the way in which people’s capacity to work together for common 
interests is changing (Lyons, 1998, pp. 24, 25) and how this could impact on three way 
partnerships between the Public, Private and Third Sectors. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
To conclude this research has been exploratory and just a small portion presented here.  It is  clear 
that Australian companies are interested in corporate philanthropy or corporate social 
responsibility.  They seek a good corporate image and the greatest percentage of their gifts are 
direct cash. 
 
Partnerships between government, business and the community are already in operation but there 
is considerable scope for new partnerships.  Such partnerships are not without risks for the 
intending partners and should be entered into aware of the risks and with the benefits and 
responsibilities of the partners clearly defined. 
 
Elevation of the Prime Minister to a new position of President of the Community Business 
Partnership Board and the appointment of a top business leader as Chairman will strengthen the 
work of the Board. 
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